Data, analysis code, and full results output are publicly available at <https://osf.io/c4b2r/>.

Introduction {#sec001}
============

Exaggerating masculine characteristics in images of men's faces increases perceptions of their dominance and aggressiveness, while decreasing perceptions of their trustworthiness and emotional warmth \[[@pone.0229133.ref001],[@pone.0229133.ref002]\]. Given both groups of personality traits can be valuable in a romantic partner \[[@pone.0229133.ref002]\], many studies have investigated factors that might influence how heterosexual women resolve this apparent trade-off between the potential advantages and disadvantages of choosing a masculine partner. For example, heterosexual women who are currently in a romantic relationship tend to show stronger preferences for masculinized versions of male faces than do heterosexual women not currently in a romantic relationship \[[@pone.0229133.ref003],[@pone.0229133.ref004], but see also [@pone.0229133.ref005]\]. Such effects are thought to occur because partnered women are less motivated to secure mates with prosocial traits, but may still seek masculine short-term mates who can father healthier and/or more dominant offspring \[[@pone.0229133.ref004]\].

Most research on preferences for masculinity in men's faces has focused on heterosexual women's preferences. However, a smaller literature has emerged recently examining gay men's preferences for masculinity in men's faces. For example, studies have reported that gay men reporting lower sexual desire \[[@pone.0229133.ref006]\] or who prefer the penetrative role during intercourse \[[@pone.0229133.ref007],[@pone.0229133.ref008]\] show weaker preferences for masculinity in men's faces.

One intriguing inconsistency in this emerging literature on gay men's preferences for masculinity in men's faces concerns the association between partnership status (being in a relationship versus not being in a relationship) on masculinity preferences. While Zheng \[[@pone.0229133.ref009]\] found that partnered Chinese gay men showed stronger preferences for masculinity in men's faces than did unpartnered Chinese gay men (similar to findings regarding partnered heterosexual women), Valentova et al. \[[@pone.0229133.ref010]\] found that partnered Czech gay men showed weaker preferences for masculinity in men's faces than did unpartnered Czech gay men.

In light of the above, the current study compared the masculinity preferences of 432 partnered gay men and 186 unpartnered gay men. Preferences for masculinity in men's faces were assessed using the same procedure as previous research on gay men's face preferences.

Methods {#sec002}
=======

Participants {#sec003}
------------

Participants for the online study, which was run at faceresearch.org, were 432 unpartnered men and 186 partnered men aged between 18 and 49 (mean age = 26.42 years, SD = 7.41 years). All men reported that their preferred sex of partner was male. No other exclusion or inclusion criteria were applied. Of the 400 men who reported their country of residence, 2 resided in Africa, 14 resided in Asia, 116 resided in Europe, 232 resided in North America, 20 resided in South America, and 15 resided in New Zealand or Australia. All participants provided informed consent and all procedures were approved by the Psychology Ethics Committee (University of Glasgow).

Stimuli {#sec004}
-------

Following previous studies of individual differences in women's preferences for masculine faces \[[@pone.0229133.ref003],[@pone.0229133.ref011]\], we used prototype-based image transformations to objectively manipulate sexual dimorphism of 2D shape in face images. First, male and female prototype (i.e. average) faces were manufactured using established computer graphic methods that have been widely used in studies of face perception \[[@pone.0229133.ref012]\]. These prototypes were manufactured using face images of 20 young White male adults and 20 young White female adults, respectively. Next, 50% of the linear differences in 2D shape between symmetrized versions of the male and female prototypes were added to or subtracted from face images of 20 young White male adults. This process created masculinized and feminized versions of the individual face images that differ in sexual dimorphism of 2D shape and that are matched in other regards. Stimuli are publicly available \[[@pone.0229133.ref013]\]. Example stimuli are shown in [Fig 1](#pone.0229133.g001){ref-type="fig"}.

![Examples of masculinized and feminized male faces used in the study.\
Stimuli are publicly available \[[@pone.0229133.ref013]\].](pone.0229133.g001){#pone.0229133.g001}

Procedure {#sec005}
---------

Participants were shown the 20 pairs of face images and were asked to choose the face in each pair that was more attractive. Participants also indicated the strength of these preferences by choosing from the options 'slightly more attractive', 'somewhat more attractive, 'more attractive', and 'much more attractive'. The order in which pairs of faces were shown was fully randomized and the side of the screen on which any particular image was shown was also fully randomized. Responses were coded using a 0 (masculinized face judged as much more attractive than feminized face) to 7 (feminized face judged as much more attractive than masculinized face). These preference scores were centered on chance before being used in our analyses. Each participant also reported their partnership status by answering the question "Do you have a partner? (e.g. a boyfriend, girlfriend, husband, wife, etc.)" and reported the sex of their current partner.

Results {#sec006}
=======

Analyses were conducted using R v3.4.3. Data, analysis code, and full results output are publicly available at <https://osf.io/c4b2r/>. First, we analyzed preference scores using a mixed effect model using lmer and lmerTest \[[@pone.0229133.ref014],[@pone.0229133.ref015]\] with the between-subject factor *partnership status* (effect coded partnered = 0.5, unpartnered = -0.5), and the covariate *participant age* (centered and scaled on mean of sample). Random intercepts were included for participant and stimulus, with random slopes specified maximally \[[@pone.0229133.ref016],[@pone.0229133.ref017]\]. In line with previous research on effects of partnership status on masculinity preferences, we did not include the interaction between partnership status and participant age in our model.

The intercept was significant and negative, indicating that the men in our study generally preferred masculinized faces to feminized faces (estimate = - 0.398, SE = 0.122, df = 23.172, t = - 3.270, p = 0.003). The effect of partnership status was not significant (estimate = 0.114, SE = 0.081, df = 608.211, t = 1.417, p = 0.157). Although older men tended to have weaker preferences for feminized male faces than did younger men, the effect of participant age was not significant (estimate = -0.072, SE = 0.039, df = 280.411, t = -1.842, p = 0.066). An identical model, but this time without any random slopes, showed a qualitatively similar pattern of results (see <https://osf.io/c4b2r/>).

Discussion {#sec007}
==========

We found that gay men generally (i.e. on average) preferred masculinized versions of male faces to feminized versions. This preference for masculinity is consistent with Glassenberg et al. \[[@pone.0229133.ref018]\], who also found that gay men generally preferred masculinized versions of male faces.

We found no effect of partnership status on gay men's masculinity preference. Thus, we did not replicate the negative effect of partnership status on facial masculinity preferences reported for gay Czech men by Valentova et al. \[[@pone.0229133.ref010]\] or the positive effect of partnership status on facial masculinity preferences reported for gay Chinese men by Zheng \[[@pone.0229133.ref009]\]. Together, these mixed results suggest that partnership status does not have a robust effect on gay men's masculinity preferences.

Some work suggests that findings for forced choice preferences (the type of preferences we assessed in the current study) do not necessarily generalize to studies using rating paradigms \[[@pone.0229133.ref019]\]. Since Valentová et al. \[[@pone.0229133.ref010]\] used a rating paradigm, this type of paradigm-contingent difference might explain why we did not replicate the effect of partnership status that they reported. However, since Zheng \[[@pone.0229133.ref009]\] also used a forced choice paradigm, this issue cannot explain why we did not replicate Zheng's results. It is possible that the effect of partnership on gay men's face preferences previously reported are not robust, potentially because same-sex couples are not affected by the putative heritable benefits of choosing a masculine partner. Alternatively, the differences in results across these studies could mean that effects of partnership status on masculinity preferences are somewhat culture-specific.

Previous research on straight and gay men's mate preferences has suggested that both groups show similarities in their mate preferences \[[@pone.0229133.ref020]\]. For example, both straight and gay men prioritize good looks over other traits when choosing partners \[[@pone.0229133.ref020]\]. Little et al. \[[@pone.0229133.ref021]\] reported that partnered straight men showed stronger preferences for feminine women than did unpartnered women. Together with the null result for partnership status in the current study, these findings suggest that partnership status may have different effects on straight and gay men's mate preferences.

Finally, we found that older gay men tended to have stronger masculinity preferences. Although not significant in the current study (p = .067), this relationship is consistent with a general pattern of results whereby older individuals show stronger preferences for facial masculinity, potentially because more masculine faces appear older \[[@pone.0229133.ref001]\].

We found no evidence that partnership status moderates gay men's preferences for masculine faces. Together with previous research reporting either positive or negative effects of partnership status on gay men's masculinity preferences, these results suggest that partnership status does not have a reliable or robust effect on gay men's preferences for masculine faces.

10.1371/journal.pone.0229133.r001
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Dear Ms Cassar,

Thank you for submitting your manuscript to PLOS ONE. After careful consideration, we feel that it has merit but does not fully meet PLOS ONE's publication criteria as it currently stands. Therefore, we invite you to submit a revised version of the manuscript that addresses the points raised during the review process.

Please accept my apologies in returning your manuscript to you. The original handling editor was unable to continue with the submission, and it has been passed to me. I had to take a few days to acquaint myself with the manuscript and the comments provided by two reviewers.

As you will see, these comments are generally favourable - both reviewers found much to like in the manuscript, and there is great value in the use of large sample sizes to further our understanding of these effects. While there are specific points from each reviewer that I felt should be attended to (e.g., the origin of the raters and whether this is worth modelling), the overarching theme of the reviews was that the manuscript was presented in a \'theory-light\' manner. I am inclined to agree with the reviewers on this point. The introduction is brief and does not have theoretical rationales for why partnered women might prefer masculine faces, why current findings have conflicting results and why this might be, and how the null effect here might sit within the wider field. Both reviewers made some important points regarding this that would significantly strengthen the manuscript if addressed. In particular, the differences in experimental design of studies examining similar questions could be discussed in detail. Manipulations and forced-choice presentation of faces to be selected for attractiveness can show effects that disappear under more naturalistic viewing conditions (Jones & Jaeger, 2019; Symmetry), and this could be worth discussing here.

Finally, I had my own comments regarding the model specification in the analysis. It was stated that maximal slopes were included, and I can see that the variance-covariance structure contained slopes for participant + age with face ID, but this was given without much justification aside from a citation. However, I thought it was unusual to not include an interaction term here between age and partner status, which would certainly fall under the \'maximal\' rule of specifying a model that captures the experimental data-generating process fully - and one can imagine there may be evolutionary relevant outcomes for preferring masculinity as a function of age and partnership status.

However, though the \'keep it maximal\' approach is very popular within psychology, a different approach recommended by others is to build simpler, more parsimonious models that are not over-specified (<https://arxiv.org/abs/1506.04967>). It is not straightforward to quantitatively label over specification in mixed models, but running the analysis for myself showed me the model failed to converge, and the variance of partner and age under face ID was essentially zero, which is a symptom of over specification. I would encourage the authors to reconsider their specification here and build up from a simpler model (looking at this data, it doesn\'t seem that there is benefit beyond random intercepts for both faces and participants).

Taken together, I would like to invite the authors to submit a revised version of the manuscript, and look forward to receiving it.

Very best wishes

We would appreciate receiving your revised manuscript by Feb 24 2020 11:59PM. When you are ready to submit your revision, log on to <https://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/> and select the \'Submissions Needing Revision\' folder to locate your manuscript file.

If you would like to make changes to your financial disclosure, please include your updated statement in your cover letter.

To enhance the reproducibility of your results, we recommend that if applicable you deposit your laboratory protocols in protocols.io, where a protocol can be assigned its own identifier (DOI) such that it can be cited independently in the future. For instructions see: <http://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/submission-guidelines#loc-laboratory-protocols>

Please include the following items when submitting your revised manuscript:

A rebuttal letter that responds to each point raised by the academic editor and reviewer(s). This letter should be uploaded as separate file and labeled \'Response to Reviewers\'.A marked-up copy of your manuscript that highlights changes made to the original version. This file should be uploaded as separate file and labeled \'Revised Manuscript with Track Changes\'.An unmarked version of your revised paper without tracked changes. This file should be uploaded as separate file and labeled \'Manuscript\'.

Please note while forming your response, if your article is accepted, you may have the opportunity to make the peer review history publicly available. The record will include editor decision letters (with reviews) and your responses to reviewer comments. If eligible, we will contact you to opt in or out.

We look forward to receiving your revised manuscript.

Kind regards,

Alex Jones

Academic Editor

PLOS ONE

Journal Requirements:

When submitting your revision, we need you to address these additional requirements.

1\. Please ensure that your manuscript meets PLOS ONE\'s style requirements, including those for file naming. The PLOS ONE style templates can be found at

<http://www.journals.plos.org/plosone/s/file?id=wjVg/PLOSOne_formatting_sample_main_body.pdf> and <http://www.journals.plos.org/plosone/s/file?id=ba62/PLOSOne_formatting_sample_title_authors_affiliations.pdf>

2\. In order to meet our 3rd publication criterion (<https://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/criteria-for-publication#loc-3>) we would be grateful if you could please provide further details about the your experimental procedures.

Specifically, we would be grateful if you could specify:

A\) Details of any inclusion and exclusion criteria applied to participants in the study.

B\) Details of how relationship status was determined.

Please provide details of how participants were coded as being not/ in a relationship. For example, could participants respond as being in an open relationship? If so, how was this coded in your study?

3\. Please also provide a source for the image in Figure 1 in the figure legend.

\[Note: HTML markup is below. Please do not edit.\]

Reviewers\' comments:

Reviewer\'s Responses to Questions

**Comments to the Author**

1\. Is the manuscript technically sound, and do the data support the conclusions?

The manuscript must describe a technically sound piece of scientific research with data that supports the conclusions. Experiments must have been conducted rigorously, with appropriate controls, replication, and sample sizes. The conclusions must be drawn appropriately based on the data presented.

Reviewer \#1: Partly

Reviewer \#2: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

2\. Has the statistical analysis been performed appropriately and rigorously?

Reviewer \#1: Yes

Reviewer \#2: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

3\. Have the authors made all data underlying the findings in their manuscript fully available?

The [PLOS Data policy](http://www.plosone.org/static/policies.action#sharing) requires authors to make all data underlying the findings described in their manuscript fully available without restriction, with rare exception (please refer to the Data Availability Statement in the manuscript PDF file). The data should be provided as part of the manuscript or its supporting information, or deposited to a public repository. For example, in addition to summary statistics, the data points behind means, medians and variance measures should be available. If there are restrictions on publicly sharing data---e.g. participant privacy or use of data from a third party---those must be specified.

Reviewer \#1: Yes

Reviewer \#2: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

4\. Is the manuscript presented in an intelligible fashion and written in standard English?

PLOS ONE does not copyedit accepted manuscripts, so the language in submitted articles must be clear, correct, and unambiguous. Any typographical or grammatical errors should be corrected at revision, so please note any specific errors here.

Reviewer \#1: Yes

Reviewer \#2: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

5\. Review Comments to the Author

Please use the space provided to explain your answers to the questions above. You may also include additional comments for the author, including concerns about dual publication, research ethics, or publication ethics. (Please upload your review as an attachment if it exceeds 20,000 characters)

Reviewer \#1: In general, I liked the manuscript, the idea is good and given the ambiguous results from the only two previous studies on the same topic, a new well-done study is more than welcome. I have a few suggestions to improve the manuscript:

1\. In general, I miss theoretical base for the current research. For example, Introduction, 1st paragraph -- "heterosexual women who are currently in a romantic relationship tend to show stronger preferences for masculinized versions of male faces than do heterosexual women not currently in a romantic relationship". What is the theoretical reasoning behind these findings? Why should partnered women prefer rather masculine male faces?

2\. Introduction, 2nd paragraph -- Why is homosexual sample so interesting in the research on partner preferences? Some theoretical note?

3\. Introduction, 2nd paragraph -- why the two studies showed different results? They employed different methods, and they were done in different populations. This might be a very important discussion, and can appear either in the Introduction or in the Discussion of the current manuscript.

4\. Methods, Participants -- do the authors know where were the raters from? From the manuscript it seems they indicated country of residence, so the sample is a mixture of people from several continents. This might be the answer why no specific tendency of masculine versus feminine facial preferences appeared in the present study. If these preferences differ among populations, then the population should be included into the analysis.

5\. Methods, Stimuli -- it should be noted that that the study design was similar to Zheng et al (2019), but different from Valentova et al (2013).

6\. Results -- I guess that there is no need for five decimal places, two or three would be enough.

7\. Discussion -- it seems to me that this section actually does not discuss the current findings. It only affirms that the results are different from the two previous studies on a similar topic, but it does not try to explain why it is so. Again, it may be methodological differences (at least difference from Valentova et al, 2013 who used natural photos, while in the current study and Zheng 2019 manipulated facial pictures were employed), but the different results can be also caused by different populations. This is the minimum required for a discussion, although I was expecting more. The literature on preferences of homosexual individuals is rare, and any new material should bring not only methodological advance but also some theoretical reasoning.

Reviewer \#2: The article is well-presented and very easy to understand - obviously an N of 618 is a big advantage too. I feel like it would have benefited from more discussion though - namely, how this paper adds to the literature on how different genders perceive and value physical attractiveness. For example, in \'The Evolution of Desire\', Buss (2003: 60-3) presents studies which argue that homosexual men pattern with heterosexual men in the value they place on physical attractiveness, whereas homosexual women pattern with heterosexual women (i.e. straight and gay men value \'good looks\' more than women of any orientation). This paper seems to make a similar argument - that partnership status influences what women find physically attractive, but this is not the case for (homosexual) men. Are there any papers that investigate whether heterosexual men prefer feminine faces when they\'re single/in a relationship? If it\'s established that straight men show no different preferences for femininity based on their relationship status, that would make a nice companion to this study. I also wonder whether homosexual women are more attracted to feminine faces when they\'re in a relationship?

In other words, does partnership status have a robust effect of the preferences of women (of any orientation) but not men? And could this article be integrated into the wider theory regarding this?

Additionally, I would cut the reported statistics down to 3 significant figures to make some sections more readable and include the random effects estimates in the text.

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

6\. PLOS authors have the option to publish the peer review history of their article ([what does this mean?](https://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/editorial-and-peer-review-process#loc-peer-review-history)). If published, this will include your full peer review and any attached files.

If you choose "no", your identity will remain anonymous but your review may still be made public.

**Do you want your identity to be public for this peer review?** For information about this choice, including consent withdrawal, please see our [Privacy Policy](https://www.plos.org/privacy-policy).

Reviewer \#1: Yes: Jaroslava Varella Valentova

Reviewer \#2: No

\[NOTE: If reviewer comments were submitted as an attachment file, they will be attached to this email and accessible via the submission site. Please log into your account, locate the manuscript record, and check for the action link \"View Attachments\". If this link does not appear, there are no attachment files to be viewed.\]

While revising your submission, please upload your figure files to the Preflight Analysis and Conversion Engine (PACE) digital diagnostic tool, <https://pacev2.apexcovantage.com/>. PACE helps ensure that figures meet PLOS requirements. To use PACE, you must first register as a user. Registration is free. Then, login and navigate to the UPLOAD tab, where you will find detailed instructions on how to use the tool. If you encounter any issues or have any questions when using PACE, please email us at <figures@plos.org>. Please note that Supporting Information files do not need this step.
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Editor's comments

As you will see, these comments are generally favourable - both reviewers found much to like in the manuscript, and there is great value in the use of large sample sizes to further our understanding of these effects. While there are specific points from each reviewer that I felt should be attended to (e.g., the origin of the raters and whether this is worth modelling), the overarching theme of the reviews was that the manuscript was presented in a \'theory-light\' manner. I am inclined to agree with the reviewers on this point. The introduction is brief and does not have theoretical rationales for why partnered women might prefer masculine faces, why current findings have conflicting results and why this might be, and how the null effect here might sit within the wider field. Both reviewers made some important points regarding this that would significantly strengthen the manuscript if addressed. In particular, the differences in experimental design of studies examining similar questions could be discussed in detail. Manipulations and forced-choice presentation of faces to be selected for attractiveness can show effects that disappear under more naturalistic viewing conditions (Jones & Jaeger, 2019; Symmetry), and this could be worth discussing here.

We now discuss this issue in our Discussion: "Some work suggests that findings for forced choice preferences (the type of preferences we assessed in the current study) do not necessarily generalize to studies using rating paradigms \[19\]. Since Valentová et al. \[10\] used a rating paradigm, this type of paradigm-contingent difference might explain why we did not replicate the effect of partnership status that they reported. However, since Zheng \[9\] also used a forced choice paradigm, this issue cannot explain why we did not replicate Zheng's results. It is possible that the effect of partnership on gay men's face preferences previously reported are not robust, potentially because same-sex couples are not affected by the putative heritable benefits of choosing a masculine partner. Alternatively, the differences in results across these studies could mean that effects of partnership status on masculinity preferences are somewhat culture-specific."

Finally, I had my own comments regarding the model specification in the analysis. It was stated that maximal slopes were included, and I can see that the variance-covariance structure contained slopes for participant + age with face ID, but this was given without much justification aside from a citation. However, I thought it was unusual to not include an interaction term here between age and partner status, which would certainly fall under the \'maximal\' rule of specifying a model that captures the experimental data-generating process fully - and one can imagine there may be evolutionary relevant outcomes for preferring masculinity as a function of age and partnership status.

However, though the \'keep it maximal\' approach is very popular within psychology, a different approach recommended by others is to build simpler, more parsimonious models that are not over-specified (<https://arxiv.org/abs/1506.04967>). It is not straightforward to quantitatively label over specification in mixed models, but running the analysis for myself showed me the model failed to converge, and the variance of partner and age under face ID was essentially zero, which is a symptom of over specification. I would encourage the authors to reconsider their specification here and build up from a simpler model (looking at this data, it doesn\'t seem that there is benefit beyond random intercepts for both faces and participants).

After extensive consideration and discussion, we have opted to retain our (a priori) analysis plan, but have clarified why the interaction between partnership status and age is not included in our model (Results: "In line with previous research on effects of partnership status on masculinity preferences, we did not include the interaction between partnership status and participant age in our model."). We note here that the data and code are open, so any readers who want to carry out exploratory analyses with other model specifications can obviously do so.

We have also rerun our main analysis with no random slopes and have added this sentence to our Results: "An identical model, but this time without any random slopes, showed a qualitatively similar pattern of results (see <https://osf.io/c4b2r/>)."

Details of any inclusion and exclusion criteria applied to participants in the study.

Methods: "Participants for the online study, which was run at [faceresearch.org](http://faceresearch.org), were 432 unpartnered men and 186 partnered men aged between 18 and 49 (mean age = 26.42 years, SD = 7.41 years). All men reported that their preferred sex of partner was male. No other exclusion or inclusion criteria were applied.

Details of how relationship status was determined."

Text added to Methods: "Each participant also reported their partnership status by answering the question "Do you have a partner? (e.g. a boyfriend, girlfriend, husband, wife, etc.)" and reported the sex of their current partner."

Please provide details of how participants were coded as being not/ in a relationship. For example, could participants respond as being in an open relationship? If so, how was this coded in your study?

This was not considered on our study (or in previous research on the topic).

Reviewer \#1's comments

In general, I liked the manuscript, the idea is good and given the ambiguous results from the only two previous studies on the same topic, a new well-done study is more than welcome. I have a few suggestions to improve the manuscript:

1\. In general, I miss theoretical base for the current research. For example, Introduction, 1st paragraph -- "heterosexual women who are currently in a romantic relationship tend to show stronger preferences for masculinized versions of male faces than do heterosexual women not currently in a romantic relationship". What is the theoretical reasoning behind these findings? Why should partnered women prefer rather masculine male faces?

We have clarified this point in our Introduction: "Such effects are thought to occur because partnered women are less motivated to secure mates with prosocial traits, but may still seek masculine short-term mates who can father healthier and/or more dominant offspring \[4\]."

2\. Introduction, 2nd paragraph -- Why is homosexual sample so interesting in the research on partner preferences? Some theoretical note?

We have clarified this point in our Introduction: "Such findings may offer insight into the extent to which potential heritable benefits (e.g., increased offspring viability) drive mate preferences."

3\. Introduction, 2nd paragraph -- why the two studies showed different results? They employed different methods, and they were done in different populations. This might be a very important discussion, and can appear either in the Introduction or in the Discussion of the current manuscript.

We now discuss this issue in our Discussion: "Some work suggests that findings for forced choice preferences (the type of preferences we assessed in the current study) do not necessarily generalize to studies using rating paradigms \[19\]. Since Valentová et al. \[10\] used a rating paradigm, this type of paradigm-contingent difference might explain why we did not replicate the effect of partnership status that they reported. However, since Zheng \[9\] also used a forced choice paradigm, this issue cannot explain why we did not replicate Zheng's results. It is possible that the effect of partnership on gay men's face preferences previously reported are not robust, potentially because same-sex couples are not affected by the putative heritable benefits of choosing a masculine partner. Alternatively, the differences in results across these studies could mean that effects of partnership status on masculinity preferences are somewhat culture-specific."

4\. Methods, Participants -- do the authors know where were the raters from? From the manuscript it seems they indicated country of residence, so the sample is a mixture of people from several continents. This might be the answer why no specific tendency of masculine versus feminine facial preferences appeared in the present study. If these preferences differ among populations, then the population should be included into the analysis.

We note here that majority of our participants are from western countries (\~87%). Consequently, we have not included country as a factor in our model.

5\. Methods, Stimuli -- it should be noted that that the study design was similar to Zheng et al (2019), but different from Valentova et al (2013).

We now discuss the methodological differences in our Discussion.

6\. Results -- I guess that there is no need for five decimal places, two or three would be enough.

We have rounded the figures to three places.

7\. Discussion -- it seems to me that this section actually does not discuss the current findings. It only affirms that the results are different from the two previous studies on a similar topic, but it does not try to explain why it is so. Again, it may be methodological differences (at least difference from Valentova et al, 2013 who used natural photos, while in the current study and Zheng 2019 manipulated facial pictures were employed), but the different results can be also caused by different populations. This is the minimum required for a discussion, although I was expecting more. The literature on preferences of homosexual individuals is rare, and any new material should bring not only methodological advance but also some theoretical reasoning.

We have expanded on these points in our Discussion: "Some work suggests that findings for forced choice preferences (the type of preferences we assessed in the current study) do not necessarily generalize to studies using rating paradigms \[19\]. Since Valentová et al. \[10\] used a rating paradigm, this type of paradigm-contingent difference might explain why we did not replicate the effect of partnership status that they reported. However, since Zheng \[9\] also used a forced choice paradigm, this issue cannot explain why we did not replicate Zheng's results. It is possible that the effect of partnership on gay men's face preferences previously reported are not robust, potentially because same-sex couples are not affected by the putative heritable benefits of choosing a masculine partner. Alternatively, the differences in results across these studies could mean that effects of partnership status on masculinity preferences are somewhat culture-specific."

And: "Previous research on straight and gay men's mate preferences has suggested that both groups show similarities in their mate preferences \[20\]. For example, both straight and gay men prioritize good looks over other traits when choosing partners \[20\]. Little et al. \[21\] reported that partnered straight men showed stronger preferences for feminine women than did unpartnered women. Together with the null result for partnership status in the current study, these findings suggest that partnership status may have different effects on straight and gay men's mate preferences."

Reviewer \#2's comments

The article is well-presented and very easy to understand - obviously an N of 618 is a big advantage too. I feel like it would have benefited from more discussion though - namely, how this paper adds to the literature on how different genders perceive and value physical attractiveness. For example, in \'The Evolution of Desire\', Buss (2003: 60-3) presents studies which argue that homosexual men pattern with heterosexual men in the value they place on physical attractiveness, whereas homosexual women pattern with heterosexual women (i.e. straight and gay men value \'good looks\' more than women of any orientation). This paper seems to make a similar argument - that partnership status influences what women find physically attractive, but this is not the case for (homosexual) men. Are there any papers that investigate whether heterosexual men prefer feminine faces when they\'re single/in a relationship? If it\'s established that straight men show no different preferences for femininity based on their relationship status, that would make a nice companion to this study. I also wonder whether homosexual women are more attracted to feminine faces when they\'re in a relationship? In other words, does partnership status have a robust effect of the preferences of women (of any orientation) but not men? And could this article be integrated into the wider theory regarding this?

We now discuss this issue in our Discussion: "Previous research on straight and gay men's mate preferences has suggested that both groups show similarities in their mate preferences \[20\]. For example, both straight and gay men prioritize good looks over other traits when choosing partners \[20\]. Little et al. \[21\] reported that partnered straight men showed stronger preferences for feminine women than did unpartnered women. Together with the null result for partnership status in the current study, these findings suggest that partnership status may have different effects on straight and gay men's mate preferences."

Additionally, I would cut the reported statistics down to 3 significant figures to make some sections more readable and include the random effects estimates in the text.

We have rounded the figures to three places.
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